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A  preliminary  noise  survey  v/ith  recommendations  for  further 
action  has  been  maae  at  noise  locations  in  Dorchester  in  ansv;er 
to  a  request  from  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.  The  sites 
were  to  be  evaluated  v/ith  respect  to  rel event  standards  of 
federal  agencies  to  which  the  BRA  might  apply  for  funds  to 
develop  these  sites.  Of  the  nine  sites,  six  are  proposed 
housing  sites  and  the  other  three  are  for  recreational  sites. 
The  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  has  set 
criteria  to  determine  the  acceptability  of  the  noise  environment 
of  proposed  housing  sites.  The  proposed  housing  sites  have 
been  evaluated  with  respect  to  these  guidelines.  HUD  has 
no  funds  available  for  outdoor  recreational  sites  and  their 
guidelines  were  drawn  for  acceptable  noise  levels  for  sleeping. 
The  Federal  Highway  Administration  is  the  only  agency  that  ^ 
we  know  of  that  has  guidelines  (for  acceptable  noise  levels) 
that  are  applicable  to  recreational  sites. 

A  preliminary  evaluation  of  these  sites  has  been  made  with 
respect  to  these  guidelines.  The  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
is  the  agency  to  which  application  will  most  likely  be  made 
for  funds.  They  have  no  criteria  for  acceptable  noise  levels. 

Evaluation  of  Residential  Sites 
rlUD  has  provided  two  methods  to  evaluate  the  acceptability  of 
a  site  for  noise.  The  first  is  to  use  the  "Noise  Assessment 
Guidelines".  By  means  of  a  series  of  graphs  and  tables  a 
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preliminary  judgement  of  the  acceptability  of  a  site  en  be  '' 
made  with  knowledge  of  traffic  counts  and  the  number  of  trains 
passing  a  site.  These  guidelines  are  rather  conservative 
for  determining  the  acceptability  of  a  site.  HUD  Guidelines 
1390.2  can  be  used  instead  of  the  "Noise  Assessment  Guidelines" 
to  determine  the  acceptability  of  a  site  for  noise.  A  2'+-hour 
measurement  is  required  of  the  noise  at  a  site  for  this  method. 
For  sites  that  were  not  found  acceptable  using  the  Noise 
Assessment  Guidelines,  an  estimate  has  been  made  of  how 
the  site  would  fare  under  the  1390.2  Guidelines,  This 
Commission  does  not  have  the  equipment  that  would  be  required 
to  do  a  24-hour  statistical  analysis  of  noise  levels  at  this 
time.  The  Department  of  Transportation  Systems  Center  has 
indicated  that  at  a  some  further  time  it  may  be  possible  to 
arrange  to  have  some  of  their  equipment  made  available  to 
us  to  perform  a  statistical  analysis  of  data  that  we  gather, 
which  would  enable  us  to  evaluate  2  or  3  of  the  sites  according 
to  the  requirements  of  HUD  Circular  1390.2. 

Recommendations  have  been  made  for  noise  abatement  measures 
for  sites  where  it  appears  that  such  measures  will  be  required. 
No  attempt  has  been  made  to  estimate  the  cost  of  these  measures, 

Both  the  Noise  Assessment  Guidelines  and  HUD  Circular  1390.2 
stale  with  respect  to  aircraft  noise  that  if  a  site  lies 
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within  the  NEF  30  contour  (and  outside  the  NEF  40  contour)* 
it  v/ill  be  classified  "nornr.any  unacceptable".  This  would 
require  that  noise  abatement  measures  be  taken.  By  means 
of  a  verbal  agreement  between  HUD's  central  and  regional 
offices  this  has  been  changed.  Areas  that  lie  between  the 
NEF  30  and  35  contours  are  said  to  be  "normally  acceptable" 
and  those  between  the  NEF  35  and  40  contours  "normally 
unacceptable".  Aircraft  noise  has  been  evaluated  according 
to  this  verbal  agreement.* 

An  evaluation  of  each  proposed  residential  site  using  the 
Noise  Assessment  Guidelines  is  shown  in  Appendix  A. 

It's  the  belief  of  this  Commission  that  the  NEF  contours 
that  are  being  used  by  HUD  are  inaccurate  and  should  be 
redrawn.  They  are  based  on  what  v^e  think  might  be  inaccurate 
runway  utilization  percentages  and  there  are  more  recent 
estimates  of  the  number  of  operations  available.  It  is 
^ery   possible  that  this  could  result  in  the  shifting  of 
the  contours  so  that  greater  areas  of  Dorchester  fall  within 
the  NEF  30  and  35  contours. 

An  important  point  concerning  the  use  of  barriers  should  be 
made.  The  barriers  would  have  to  be  constructed  high  enough 

*The  NEF  contours  are  a  method  to  evaluate  impact  of  aircraft 
noise. 
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so  that  the  top  floor  of  the  proposed  housing  is  not  exposed 
to  excessive  noise.  This  would  require  that  a  higher  barrier 
than  if  the  builder  v/ere  only  concerned  with  noise  at  ground 
level.  Due  to  the  fact  that  we  haven't  been  provided  with 
information  on  the  height  of  the  proposed  buildings,  no 
attempt  has  been  made  to  calculate  the  required  height  of 
any  barriers. 

Bayside  Mall 

This  site  was  found  to  be  acceptable  using  the  "Noise 
Assessment  Guidelines."  An  unknown  is  traffic  that  will  be 
flowing  into  and  out  of  the  new  University  of  Massachusetts 
campus.  If  this  traffic  were  sufficiently  heavy  and  the 
road  was  close  enough  to  the  housing  site  it  could  present 
a  problem. 

University  of  Massachusetts 

There  is  no  problem  presently  from  traffic  noise  or  railway 
noise.  There  is  a  problem  though  from  aircraft  noise.  The 
area  lies  inside  the  NEF  35  contour.  This  places  the  area 
in  a  "normally  unacceptable"  category.  This  means  that  some 
form  of  noise  abatement  will  be  required.  For  aircraft  noise 
this  would  involve  treating  the  building  (See  Appendix  B). 

Conley  and  Norwood 

Using  the  "Noise  Assessment  Guidelines"  this  area  is  normally 

unacceptable  as  a  result  of  traffic  and  railway  noise.  The 
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area  lies  between  the  MEF  30  and  35  contours  so  that  it  is 
normally  acceptable  for  aircraft  noise.  From  preliminary 
measurements  of  the  noise  at  the  site  it  appears  that  a  24 
hour  measurement  of  the  noise  v;ould  place  the  area  in  a 
"normally  unacceptable"  category. 

There  is  a  noise  problem  from  the  MBTA,  Kourissey  Blvd.  and 
the  Southeast  Expressv;ay.  Probably  the  only  action  that  could 
reasonably  be  taken  is  to  insulate  the  building  against  noise. 
A  barrier  would  be  difficult  at  this  point.  A  barrier  would 
be  required  along  Morrissey  Blvd.  and  another  along  the  MBTA, 
and  a  change  in  the  underpass  where  Conley  St.  goes  under  the 
Penn  Central  Railroad  and  MBTA  tracks  would  be  needed.  Approx- 
imately a  10  dB  reduction  v;ould  be  required. 

Neponset  Dump 

According  to  the  "Noise  Assessment  Guidelines"  this  site  is 
"normally  unacceptable"  for  traffic  noise.  For  aircraft  noise 
the  site  will  be  "normally  acceptable"  since  it  lies  between 
the  NEF  30  and  35  contours.  Preliminary  measurements  indicate 
that  the  site  would  probably  be  classified  as  "normally 
unacceptable"  if  a  24  hour  measurement  were  taken. 

The  principal  source  of  noise  is  the  Southeast  Expressway. 
Treatment  to  abate  the  noise  could  take  two  forms.  One  method 
v;ould  be  to  erect  a  barrier  along  the  Expressway.  A  second 
method  would  be  to  insulate  the  building. 
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We  estimate  that  approximately  a  5dB  reduction  is  required  in 
the  noise  level  to  change  the  classification  of  the  site  to 
"norm.ally  acceptable." 

Butter  and  Huntoon 

This  site  has  no  problem  with  traffic  ("normally  acceptable") 

and  aircraft  noise  (outside  the  MEF  30  contour)  according 

to  the  "Noise  Assessment  Guidelines".  But  it  vrlll  be  classified 

as  "normally  unacceptable"  because  of  train  noise  according 

to  these  guidelines.  There  are  168  trains  (trolleys  between 

Mattapan  and  Ashmiont)  a  day  along  this  line.  If  a  24  hour 

measurement  was  taken,  the  site  would  probably  be  classified 

as  "normally  acceptable". 

Recreational  Sites 

The  three  recreational  sites  have  been  evaluated  with  respect 

to  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  Highway  Administration.  This 

requires  that  the  L-jq*  of  a  recreational  site  not  exceed 

70  dB(A).  All  three  of  the  sites  (Tenean  Beach,  Judge  Troy's 

Land  and  McConnel  Park)  would  need  a  reduction  in  the  noise 

level  to  meet  this  criteria.  A  reduction  of  the  order  of 

4  to  6  decibels  will  be  required. 

The  Southeast  Expressway  is  the  predominate  source  of  noise 
for  all  three  of  these  sites.  A  barrier  would  be  the  easiest 
solution  to  noise  problem  on  all  three  sites. 

*L-]Q  -  This  is  the  noise  level  that  is  exceeded  10%  of  the  time. 
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The  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation,  to  v,fhom  the  BRA  will  probably 
be  applying  for  funds  doesn't  have  any  noise  standards. 


Appendix  A 


I 

1 

WOIiKSHEET  A  —  Site  Evaluatiori 
buo  Location:    Butler  and  Kuntoon 

j?i'ograni   

I 

i 

Sponsor's  Naine 

Itreet  Address 


L'oject  Name  

ocality  Dorchester,  Mass, 

He  Num'ocr 


C.cy,  State 
one 


T 


Least  Favorable  Category  found  for 

Aircraft  Noise       Normally  acceptable 
Roadway  Noise       Nnrmally  ar.r.eptahlp 
riailway  Noise        Normally  unacceptable 
4.    Walk- Away  Test 


11      (if  conducted) 

I- 


7i.nai  Site  Evaluation  —  Least  Favorable 
utegory  Above: 


formally  unacceptable 


I  Clip  this  worksheet  to  the  top  of  a  package 
pontaining  Worksheets  B  —  E  and  Figs.  1-4. 


Noise  Assessment  Guidelines 


Date : 
Sisrnature ; 


i\UioC   /^obCboiiiCiik    VjuiUCnntiij 


/^^\X£irj£"ZT  li,  —  Aircraft  Noise 

jis.,  all  a.ii.\jori;s  within  15  miles  of  the  site: 

Logan 


Acceptability  Category: 
nornally  acceptable 


jjNecosiary  jjiLorwiation: 

Arc  XZ?  or  CNR  contours  available? 
(yo  s /no  y 

Nunibcr  of  nighttime  jet  operations : 

Number  of  daytime  jet  operations : 

.-.ny  supersonic  jet  operations  ? 
(yes /no) 


Airport  Tfi 
yes 


xo. 


Airport  #2 


Airport  #3 


site  is  outside  the  NEF  -  30  (CNR-IOC) 

contour  at  a  distance  less  than  distance  between  the  iNEF-30 

(CNR-100,  CNR- 


Date: 

Sig'nature: 


tooCooiiiCtiL    ouiLiLiliiCc 


i'.\s.icet  C  —  Roadway  Noise 

ifat  ail  major  roads  within  1000  ft  of  the 
Ite: 


Adams  Street 


Acceptability  Category. 
Automobiles  Trucks 

clearly  to  nornally         restricted 
acceptable 


lecessary  imormation: 

The  distance  in  feet  from  the  site  to 
I       the  centeriine  of 


nearest  lane: 
farthest  lane: 


approx. 

approx. 

|.      The  tocal  nun-iber  of  automobiles  per 
hour  in  both  directions: 

1.      The  number  of  trucks  per  hour 

;..     uphill  direction: 
b.    dow;")iI"iiH  direction: 
I       c.    ooch  directions: 

.•j;\'cci,ivo  distance  from  site  to  road: 

|.../^.,i-ments  for  Automobile  Traffic 
o.      Soop-and-go: 
1        Mean  speed: 

/.ujusimenis  for  Truck  Traffic 
|.      xvoad  gradient: 
8.      Sarp-and-go: 
I        Mean  speed: 

Barrier  AojusLrnent       ^ 

yi.      Distance  from  site  to  barrier: 


i 

13. 


15. 


Disuincc  from  center  of  road  to 
barrier: 


Road  #1        Road  #2        Road  #3        Road  H 


2CC 


2^ 


unknown 
need  count 

N 
0 


2Zhl 


N/A 


Ml 


■i:^iiectivc  elevation  of  roaa:  35' 

Errec\,ive  elevation  of  site:     grniind   IpvpI    14' 

Ziicctive  elevation  of  barrier:  

Difference  in  elevation  bet'ween  site 
and  road: 


height  of  building  not  known 


>OLiiUiit    VjUlOCjLiiiC^ 


i^i.\^wx/ZET  D  —  Railway  Noise 

^4^  "^'  railways  within  3000  ft  of  the  site: 

-H  MBTA 


Acceptability  Category: 
normally  unacceptable 


secooijary  iiuorviiation: 

L-""'!  Z/Io^-a/iCe  u\  feet  from  the  site  to  the 
railway  right-of-way: 

lf?i   Typo  of  ex^josure  (line-of-sight  or 

"• -I     S/ilOidcd'y  i 

3^,   \^.rj.c<ix  of  nighttime  operations: 

■i 


Railway  #1 
approx.     101' 

ins 


h 


greater 
than  10 


Railway  #2  Railway  ff3 


1^ 

1 
J 

ilJ 

1 
.1. 


Date: 
Signature : 


NOise  Assessment  Guidelines 


|/0i-C"iS"rIE2T  A  —  Site  Evaluation 
tice  Loci^tion:    Bayside  Mall    (area) 


ocCiiii-y 


e 
iivi'cct  Address 

I  ~ 


■■^^AiUuO 


Leas;,  favorable  Category  found  for 

-.  -.Ircrax'o  Noise     normally  acceptable 

[--  ^.oadway  Noise     clearly  acceptable 

-•  -^^^way  Noise      clearly  arreptrihip 

[. .  '  v'a^k-Away  Test 

,ii.  COuduCteu) 


L'\,-...].  Oi..;e  -evaluation  —  Least  Favorable 
CccC^O'i^y  Above: 

1 normal  1v  acceptable 


ICli;.  cwiS  worksheet  to  the  top  of  a  package 
co.'.i-alning  Worl^heets  B  —  E  and  Figs.  1-4. 


Date : 
Signature : 


f'0j.\i\5i-iZ2T  B  —  Aircraft  Noise 

iist  all  airpox'lc  wici-iin  15  miles  oi"  the  site:                              Acceptability  Category: 
•     I  ngan ■  acceptable 


1 

Nc  cc  s  6  ary  UiTor  m  at  ion : 


Airport  #1  Airport  #2  Airport  #3 
Arc  NE7  or  ClsR  contours  available? 

^yes/no)  y^^  

:.      NuiT.be r  of  nighttime  jet  operations:  

Number  of  daytime  jet  operations:  

Any  buporsonic  jet  operations? 

(yes/no)  


Date: 
Signature: 


C  —  ivOiiCway  Noise 
ijOr  roaub  witriin  iOOO  it  of  the 


none 


Accepuubility  Category. 
Autorriobiles  Trucks 

clearly  acceptable 


|o  jooScii'v  ii"i.iOriria.v;ion: 

Tl".e  o; stance  in  feet  from  the  site  to 
I       w.e  co.vteriine  of 

'  .    /.c.^rcst  iane: 

.^.rti^cst  laTiC; 

.    -.>ta".  iiumber  of  automobiles  per 
.o..»'  ,.■.  ootii  directions: 

I  >ei"  of  trucks  per  hour 

i  -  direction: 

direction: 

1  ..   ^..rections: 

'  .  .,-Vv:  uistance  from  site  to  road: 

1.:.,'-'-.^'VLento  for  Automobile  Traffic 

.^^o^j-a.»G— go: 
I        ,v>.eai\  s,>oeG: 

AQiust.-.tonts  for  Truck  Traffic 
[.      xvoaci  gradient: 

.-J„op-ano-go: 
I .      Aicai.  .s.veed: 

xiamer  Acijusc.vient 

Di.staaco  front  site  to  barrier: 
x)ioc;n\c;o  from  center  of  road  to 

Effective  elevation  of  road: 
Zffcctive  elevation  of  site: 


Road  -ifl 


Road  Tf2        Road  tfS        Road  ^ 


11 


v^ffectivc  elevation  of  barrier: 
Difference  in  elevation  between  site 


c^jLiLt  i.uau. 


(Over) 


AOloO    ^-'•.jot^^biiiUiib   OuiUdiiiCo 


-       .-...^^  ^  —  >.\Cc.l\vay  Noise 
.o.-  .....  i'i.*iWc/s  w^..'.\lw  3 GOO  fi;  of  the  site: 


Acceptability  Category: 
clearly  acceotabTe 


CO  i/i  feeL  from  the  site  to  the 

.-/  vi^:ihi;-of-way: 

/.  o.-.pObixiO;   ^iLii".e— Oi— SigVit  Oi 

..   .>c:::  o:  .\i2;httiine  operations: 


Railway  ffl  ixailway  Tf2  Railway  wS 


jjate : 

Sicrnature : 


Noise  Assessment  Guidelines 


iGRKSIiEET  A  —  Site  Evaluation 
l.e  i^ocation:    University  of  Mass 


1 


;o]eec  Name 


i^c^^^''^y  r.nliimhifl  Point..  Boston 


n;.-ibor'£>  Name 
K^tieei.  Adarebs 
ity,  State  


loasi,  i-'avorable  Category  found  for 

.    ;.i,rcraft  Noi&e      normally  unacceptable 

J.    xvoaoway  Noise     clearly  acceptable 

-•     -^aiiway  Noise        rlp^^rly   ^irrpptahlp 

I      V/aii-v-Away  Test 

'      yLL  conoucted) 

i\u^j.  oite  Evaluation  —  Least  Favorable 
Cttut-'^ory  Aoove: 

I normaTlv  unacceptable 


,  <  ^.L■AS  worksheet  to  the  top  of  a  package 
■n-ciiiiing  WorKsheets  B  —  E  and  Figs.  1-4. 


Date: 
Signature : 


i\Uio»J   AuiiCSbiitC'tii.   UaiuutiliUb 


■4 

WORKSHEET  B  -  Aircraft  Noise 


2j 

■ist  all  airports  within  15  miles  of  the  site:  Acceptability  Category: 

;^'      LGflMl nnrmally   unarrppt^hl  e 


Necessary  LiTormation: 

J  Airport  #1               Airport  #2            Airport  ff3 
Are  NEF  or  CNR  contours  available? 

(yes/no)  yes 

I  

^.      Number  of  nighttime  jet  operations:  

3.      Number  of  daytime  jet  operations:  


^ 


Any  supersonic  jet  operations  ? 
(yes /no) 


Date: 
Signature: 


1  kOviCobiilCiic    v^'iiiuUtilit^o 


^rksheet  C  —  Roadway  Noise 

^st  all  major  roads  within  1000  ft  of  the 
cxe: 


Acceptability  Category: 
Automobiles  Trucks 


nnnp 


jcessary  Information: 

The  distance  in  feet  from  the  site  to 
the  centerline  of 


Road  #1 


Road  #2        Road  #3 


Road  #4 


a. 
b. 


nearest  lane: 
farthest  lane: 


g      The  total  number  of  automobiles  per 
hour  in  both  directions: 

The  number  of  trucks  per  hour 

^      a.    uphill  direction: 

b.  dowiihill  direction: 

c.  Doth  directions: 

*.      Effective  distance  from  site  to  road: 

djustrnents  for  Automobile  Traffic 
;j.      Scop-and-go: 
Mean  speed: 

Adjustments  for  Truck  Traffic 

Road  gradient: 
8.      Stop-and-go: 
1.      Mean  speed: 

Barrier  Adjustment 


A. 


13. 

i. 

15. 


Distance  from  site  to  barrier: 

Distance  from  center  of  road  to 
barrier: 

EiVcctivc  elevation  of  road: 

Effective  elevation  of  site: 


Effective  elevation  of  barrier: 

Difference  in  elevation  between  site 
and  road: 


(Over) 


^CovjlliCilt  VjuiUtiliuUb 


1 

'^I^ICSI-iEET  D  -  Rail 


—  Railway  Noise 

ist  ail  railways  within  3000  ft  of  the  site: 
none 


T 


1 5  o  ary  Iiii  orrn  at  ion : 

Distance  in  feet  from  the  site  to  the 
railway  right-of-way: 

Type  of  exposux'e  (line-of-sight  or 
shielded) ; 

Number  of  nighttime  operations : 


Acceptability  Category: 
clearly  acceptable 


Railway  #1 


Railway  #2 


Railway  #3 


Date: 
Signature : 


Isoise  Assessment  Guideliaes 


--'ORKSHEET  A  -  Site  Evaluation 

'';tc  Location:    Conlev  and  Norwood 
1 

■pi'ogram    

"Jroject  Name  

Locality  

■iiie  Number 


'ponsor's  Name 
Ai-eet  Address  _ 

City,  State  

^hone 


.east  Favorable  Category  found  for 
i.    Aircraft  Noise      normally  unacceptable 
J.    Roaaway  Noise     normally  unacrpptflhlp 
3.    Railway  Noise      normally  unacceptable 

.    Walk-Away  Test 

1      (if  conducted) 


''inal  Site  Evaluation  —  Least  Favorable 
Jiategory  Above: 

normally  unacceptable 


dip  this  worksiieet  to  the  top  of  a  package 
jontaining  Worksheets  B  —  E  and  Figs.  1-4. 


1 

1 

Date: 

J  Signature : 

I 
J 


1 


WORKSHEET  B  —  Aircraft  Noise 

Jist  all  airports  within  15  miles  of  the  site: 
•1     Logan  Airport 


ecessc^ry  Liformation: 


Are  NEF  or  CNR  contours  available? 
(yes /no) 

J.      NuniDcr  of  nighttime  jet  operations: 

o.      Number  of  daytime  jet  operations: 

IAny  supersonic  jet  operations  ? 


vyes/no) 


1 


Acceptability  Category: 

normany  unacceptable 


Airport  #1 
yes 


Airport  #2 


Airport  ff3 


between  the  NEF  30  and  NEF  40   (CNR-100,   CNR-llS)   contours 


Date: 
Signature: 


i 


\  j)i'ksheet  C  —  Roadway  Noise 

lasi  all  major  roads  within  1000  ft  of  the 

y 

1.     Southeast  Expressway 

•  I     Morrlssev  Blvd. 


Acceptability  Category: 
Automobiles  Trucks 


normally  unacceptabi e 
normally   unarrppt./ihlp 


unknown 


excluded,    r.lparly  accept- 
able 


cessary  Infonination: 

The  distance  in  feet  from  the  site  to 
the  centerline  of 


Road  #1         Road  #2        Road  #3        Road  #4 


) 


a.    nearest  lane:                       approx. 

600                 100 

b.    farthest  lane: 

700                 200" 

The  total  nun-iber  of  automobiles  per 
hour  in  both  directions: 

9,375(pk)  adi.   822(pk)adi. 

The  number  of  trucks  per  hour 
a.     uphill  direction: 

b.    downhill  direction: 

c.    both  directions: 

(npak)    ddi 

Eifective  distance  from  site  to  road: 

650'             150' 

ujustments  for  Automobile  Traffic 
Stop-and-go: 

|.      Mean  speed: 

55                     35 

adjustments  for  Truck  Traffic 

IRoad  gradient: 
Siop-and-go: 
Mean  speed: 


1 


.^5. 


arrier  Adjustment 

1       Distance  from  site  to  barrier: 
Distance  from  center  of  road  to 
barrier: 

I.      Eifective  elevation  of  road:     ,, 

J  11    +  H 

I'A.      Effective  elevation  of  site:    unkown 


PvrliiHpd 


J15_ 


n  +  H 


JLL 


11   +  H 


Effective  elevation  of  barrier: 

Difference  in  elevation  between  site 
and  road: 


(Over) 


Noise  Assessment  Liuiaeunes 


VO|iA3HSET  D  -  Railway  Noise 


list  all  railways  within  3000  ft  of  the  site: 


MBTA  (Redline: 


Me,  tosai'y  Information: 

1.  Distance  in  feet  from  the  site  to  the 
I  i'aiiway  right-of-way: 

2.  Ty7^e  of  exposure  (line -of -sight  or 
shielded) i 

3.  J  Number  of  nighttime  operations: 


Acceptability  Category: 
normally  unacceptable 


Railway  #1  Railway  #2 

200' 


Railway  #3 


between  101'   and  600'   norinally  unacceptable 
Elevation  28  feet 


Date: 
Signature: 


1 


^ijORI^SHEET  A  -  Site  Evaluation 
Site  Location:    Kellevs  Property 


Noise  Assessment  Guidelines 


1 


Pro2:ram 


TiTOject  Name 
.-occiiuy 


l-.ij  Auii'ioer 


SpOiiSor's  Name 
li'eet  Aociress  _ 

City,  State  

fuono 


r 


^ca.31  i''avoru'oi.e  Category  found  for 

I.    ..irci-afi.  Noise  nQririally  linar.r.Rpt.flhle- 

I.    xvoaoway  Noise  normaTIv  acceptable 
.iaiiway  Noise    normally  unacceptable 

..    V/icj..v-Away  Test 

I      yU  conoucted) 


J 


, ..  i..i,e  iiVcxiuation  —  Least  Favorable 
.CoOry  ADOve: 

normally  unacceptable 


CL^v    .wo  woi'kbheet  to  the  top  of  a  package 
|;Ou...i..i.ip  Worksheets  B  — E  and  Figs.  1-4. 


Date: 
Signature : 


iNUibe    /^bbybbilUJiit    OUlUCi  lllUb 


WORKSHEET  B  -  Aircraft  Noise 

list  all  airports  within  15  miles  of  the  site: 
"T  Logan  Airport     


Acceptability  Category: 

normally  unacceptable 


Necessary  Ijiformation: 

I 

J.      Ax'e  NEF  or  CNR  contours  available? 
(yes /no) 

I .      Number  of  nighttime  jet  operations : 

o.      Numlxir  of  dai4;ime  jet  operations: 

I       Any  supersonic  jet  operations  ? 
(yes /no) 


Airport  #1 

X 


Airport  #2 


Airport  #3 


Date: 
Signature: 


1  kOoCoUllM, 


1 


•  i'ksiieel  C  —  Roadway  Noise 


i_.ist  all  major  roads  within  1000  ft  of  the 
site: 

-\      Neponset  Ave.   Bridge 


Acceptability  Category. 
Automobiles  Trucks 

normally  acceptable 


Necessary  Information: 

J     The  distance  in  feet  from  the  site  to 
the  centerline  of 


nearest  lane: 
farthest  lane: 


Road  #1         Road  #2        Road  #3        Road  #4 


900' 


1000' 


The  total  number  of  automobiles  per 
hour  in  both  directions: 


60,Q00/day 


The  number  of  trucks  per  hour 

ii.     uphill  direction: 

b.  downhill  direction: 

c.  both  directions: 


(unknown] 


I      Effective  distance  from  site  to  road: 

Adjustments  for  Automobile  Traffic 
1.      Stop-and-go: 

»>.      Mean  speed: 

|aju;-.tments  for  Truck  Traffic 
7.      Road  gradient: 
1.      S^op-and-go: 
9.      Mean  speed: 

iarricr  Adjustment 
10.      iJislancc  from  site  to  barrier: 


1 


li 


i3)istancc  from  center  of  road  to 
barrier: 

Effective  elevation  of  road: 

Effective  elevation  of  site: 


14.      Effective  elevation  of  barrier: 

Difference  in  elevation  between  site 
and  road: 


-9&0- 


35 


-Si- 


2AL 


(Over) 


> 


KSIIEET  D  —  Railway  Noise 

all  railways  within  3000  ft  of  the  site: 

MBTA   (red  line) 


Soary  Imorination: 

Distance  in  feet  from  the  site  to  the 
railway  right-of-way: 

Type  of  exposure  (line -of -sight  or 
shielded); 

Number  of  nighttime  operations: 


oUouiliOlil  LiUiUCllllCa 


Acceptability  Category: 

normally  unacceptable 


Railway  #1           Railway  #2 
approx.   300'       


Railway  #3 


greater  than  ]£l 


Date: 
Signature : 


Noibe  Assessment  Guideliaes 


WORKSHEET  A  —  Site  Evaluation 

Sice  Location:    Neponset  Dump  and  Drive  In  area 


Px-osrarn 


?ro;ii.;c.;  "Naiiie 
Fii.e  Number 


1 


bponsoi''s  Name 
ti'eoi  Address 


r 

Ci'cy,  State 


Phono 


i^easi  Favorable  Category  found  for 

I  .-aircraft  Noise  normally  unacceptable 
^-  ^>-oadway  Noise  normally  unacceptable 
I .    l\ailway  Noise      clearly  acceptable 

4.    V/aiK-Away  Test 

1       (u  conducted) 

Fiiiu.  ^Li.e  Evaluation  —  Least  Favorable 

"ir<.ii.Cr;'ory  Above: 

normally  unacceptable 


I 


yLL-j  Uiis  worksheet  to  the  top  of  a  package 
containing  Worksheets  B  — E  and  Figs.  1-4. 


I 
I 
I 
I 


Date: 
Signature : 


s.i.'-x^.biuciii.  OUiuemioo 


WORKSHEET  B  -  Aircraft  Noise 

Libt  all  airports  within  15  miles  of  the  site:  Acceptability  Category: 

I'..      Logan  Airport normally  unacceptable 


t    

Necessary  Information: 

1  Airport  #1  Airport  #2  Airport  #3 

i..      Ai-e  NEF  or  CNR  contours  available? 

(yes/no)  yes  

J2.      Number  of  nighttime  jet  operations:  

o.     Number  of  daytime  jet  operations:  

|4.      Any  supersonic  jet  operations  ? 


(yes/no)  none 


•Between  the  NEF  30  and  NEF-40  (CNR-100,  CNR-llS)  contours, 


1 


Date : 
Signature : 


rorkshect  C  —  Roadway  Noise 


List  all  major  roads  within  1000  ft  of  the 
|te: 

1.  Southeast  Expressway 

|-  Nppnn<;pt  Bridge 


1 


Acceptability  Category: 
Automobiles  Trucks 


normally  unacceptable 
normallv  acceptable 


unknown 


jecessary  Information: 

The  distance  in  feet  from  the  site  to 
,       the  centerline  of 


nearest  lane: 
farthest  lane: 


I       The  total  number  of  automobiles  per 
hour  in  both  directions: 

■J.      The  number  of  trucks  per  hour 

I       a.     ujihill  direction: 
b.    downliill  direction: 

Ic.    both  directions: 
Effective  distance  from  site  to  road: 

Edjustments  for  Automobile  Traffic 
S.      Stop-and-go: 
|.     Mean  speed: 

"djustmenis  for  Truck  Traffic 
■  .      Road  gradient: 
I.      Stop-and-go: 
fl.      Mean  speed: 


I 


arricr  Adjustment 

Distance  from  site  to  barrier: 


I 

113. 

i; 
II 


Road  #1 


Road  #2        Road  #3        Road  H 


Distance  from  center  of  road  to 
barrier: 

Effective  elevation  of  road: 

Effective  elevation  of  site:       unknown 

Effective  elevation  of  barrier: 

Difference  in  elevation  between  site 
and  road: 


60,000  day 


500' 


950' 


55 


35 


-SS- 


-as- 


JE_ 


(Over) 


V  pixKoIiEZT  D  —  Railway  Noise 


I^t  all  railways  within  3000  ft  of  the  site: 


Penn  Central 


iNuitjL;  Assessment  Guidelines 


Acceptability  Category: 
clearly  acceptable 


1   l^cssary  iniormaiion: 

1Disi,arice  in  feet  from  the  site  to  the 
railway  right-of-way: 

'^.      ' <ir^iii  of  exposure  (line -of -sight  or 
ioicied): 


Aci.vioer  of  nighttime  operations; 


Railway  ffl  Railway  v1  Railway  #3 

300'  


none 


Operates  3  days  a  week,  one  car  outbound  morning,  one  car  back  afternoon 


Date: 
Signature : 


Appendix  B 


The  NEF  contours  that  HUD  uses  to  determine  the  acceptability 
of  a  site  were  drawn  by  Bolt,  Beranek  and  Newman.  They  are 
drawn  for  1975  based  on  the  projected  number  of  operations  and 
runway  utilization  shown  on  pages  {B2-B5). 

An  excerpt  from  a  report  done  by  Bolt,  Beranek  and  Newman  for 
the  Department  of  Public  Facilities  is  included  (Pg.  B6). 
The  report  discussed  methods  of  abating  noise  in  the  East 
Boston  schools. 


o  o 
o  o 


re   O 
3   O 


c  o 
o  o 


o  o 

o  o 


c  o 
o  o 


o  o 
o  o 


o  o 


O   O 
O   O 


o  o 
o  o 


o  o 
o  o 


3   D 
_j  in  ir> 


0~    (N.  O    iT' 

O    C  X     00  (Nj    ^ 


c  o 

"5   O 


O    2 

o  o 


o  c 


o  o 
o  o 


O    D 


>-  o 


o 


uj  :;  c 


3   O 


-c  o 


c  o 


o  c; 


3  o        c  ~ 
O   O  O    D 


~     3  CO 

3D  -DC 


O    -D 


— •        ir    - 


o  o 


»I    CD 
s 


1^   o         —    - 


^  ^ 


3-    vT 


O   1 


c  ►- 


—        ^  f^ 


Ti  — 


•O    lij 
2  — 


—  .-       3  /^ 


iT  X        --  tr 


T,    T  .-•     T. 


■r,  ^       3 


-^^ 

< 

e 

'~> 

^  < 

^  o 

"— 

u 

^- 

^— 

—   LJ 

•■^   ^» 

o 

-c: 

o 

UJ 

'■■>    e 

O  u. 

*f 

< 

ir 

cc 

^    < 

e  a 

Ijj 

H* 

.     UJ 

(_ 

JJ   ►- 

LU    *~ 

1 

!•) 

1 

wo 

1      VO 

1      ''^ 

»r 

•V 

.»• 

— 

•*>  •« 

m    v 

_J    J         'J    3 


TABLE  13-11  (Con't) 


1975  OPEPATI^'.';." 
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NEWMAN 


Par,e  25 


C.  NoiGe  Exposure  Equivalent  to  that  at  All,';hleri  School 

Critical  cpaces  chould  be  located  at  interior  positions ^  but 
may  have  exterior  v;alls  v/ith  some  v/indov/s .  The  windov/s  should  be 
double-Glased,  hov;ever. 

Srr.all  lecture  classroorr.s  may  have  v.'indov.'s  of  plate  i^lazs   pro- 
vided the  v/indo\;  area  is  about  10  percent.   Larger  v/indov;  areas  ■ 
require  laminated  glass  or  double  Glazing. 

Laboratories  may  have  about  50  percent  windov/s  of  plate  glass. 
Circulation  spaces  may  have  full  v;indov;s  of  plate  glass. 

D.  Other  Considerations 

In  most  cases,  the  roof  of  a  building  v;ill  present  unique 
problemiS .   Generally,  it  v;ill  have  a  weight  limitation.   If  we 
assume  that  the  maximum  thickness  of  a  flat  concrete  roof  is  6 
inches,  then  an  interior  ceiling  will  be  required  for  noise  con- 
trol in  the  tv;o  noisier  classifications  and  in  the  third  classif- 
ication for  critical  spaces.   The  interior  ceiling  can  be  plaster 
suspended  from  the  roof.   The  thickness  of  the  plaster  will  vary 
from  1/2-inch  to  2  or  4  inches  and  the  air  space  from  6  inches  to 
36  inches,  depending  on  the  requirements  of  the  spo.ce.   The  larger 
air  space  and  thicker  plaster  provide  the  greater  noise  reduction. 

V/e  observed  that  at  many  of  the  schools,  the  noise  from  local 
traffic  is  a  serious  problem.   In  some  cases,  it  is  possible  that 
traffic  noise  controls  over  the  aircraft  noise.  V/here  this  is  so, 
noise  control  should  be  designed  to  accor.odate  this  problem  and 
not  be  limited  to  controlling  the  aircraft  noise  alone. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  above  description  of  the  required 
noise  control  treatment  that  full  air-conditioning  is  required 
in  all  cases.  \le   also  imiply  that  the  steady  background  noise 
should  be  controlled  to  meet  the  criteria  specified  earlier.   In 
critical  spaces,  it  is  equally  important  that  the  background 
noise  accomplish  some  masking  of  intrusive  noises.   It  is  possible 
that  electronic  background  noise  generation  may  be  required  in 
areas  where  it  is  difficult  to  achieve  masking  v/ith  the  air- 
handling  system. 

Room  acoustics  o,nd  interior  wall  construction  are  also  im- 
portant in  achieveing  the  design  goals,  and  should  receive  pro- 
per attention.   The  requiremienos  on  exterior  v;all  construction 
can  becom.e  impossibly  severe  if  the  acoustic  properties  of  a 
room  do  not  enhance  the  noise  reduction.   Also,  the  isolation 
provided  by  a  buffer  zone,  such  as  a  corridor,  can  be  violated 
by  'leaky'  doors  or  interior  walls. 


ei^ 


'H^^ 


Appendix  C 


Barriers  and  resurfacing  of  the  pavement  are  two  techniques 
that  can  be  used  to  alleviate  traffic  noise.  Excerpts  from 
several  documents  are  included  to  provide  some  measure  of  help 
in  determining  the  effectiveness  of  these  two  techniques. 

The  information  available  on  the  amount  of  noise  reduction 
obtainable  by  resurfing  is  inconclusive.  Probably  not  more 
than  a  2  to  3  dB  reduction  should  be  considered  likely,  and 
then  only  for  vehicle  speeds  greater  than  50  mph.  The  noise 
from  some  types  of  truck  tires  is  increased  by  a  smooth 
sealed  surface.  ■•  .■ 
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